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“Fathers” Galore:  
Comments on a Sufix in Ancient Chinese Names
Robert H. Gassmann 1
1. Father and “Father(s)”
The role of father in Chinese society is one of paramount importance, being 
the commanding position in the fundamental dyadic relationship of father and 
son. This position ranks supreme – even in rather awkward and discrediting 




towards the father. So he revenged this and sentenced him to death. From this is to 
be seen that the honest subject of a ruler is the beastly son of a father. 3
The enormous prestige and great structural importance of the role of the 
father in ancient Chinese society also show up in the doubling of the character 
fù as the written form for, on the one hand, the word ‘father’ (noun), on the 
other hand, the word ‘to behave as a father’ (verb):
E 2 The ruler should behave like a ruler, and the ministerial like a ministerial; the father 
should behave like a father, and the son like a son. 4
In many essential situations and for many important social events, fathers were 
clearlyātheāultimateāpointāofāreference.āWhenāDukeāDìngāofāTéngādied,āhisāsonā
1.ā IāgratefullyāacknowledgeātheāinsightfulāandāhelpfulācommentsāmadeābyāWilliamāG.ā
Boltz, Kai Vogelsang and Nicolas Zufferey on a pre-publication version of this paper.
2. For Chinese characters of transcribed expressions, name, titles, and quotations from the 
sources, readers are kindly referred to the annex.







who determined that three years’ mourning should be observed.ā5 The received 












In the text quoted above, the two elements of the composite term fŭ xiōng 
seem to belong to the realm of kinship. This could be based on the following 
observation:ātheālargerāexpressionā“agedārelativesā(fŭ xiōng) and the body of 
oficersā(băi guān)”āappearsālaterāonāinātheātextāinātheāmodiiedāformā“allātheā
oficersā(băi guān) and his relatives (zú rén)”.āTheālatterāpartācontainsātheāwordā
zúāmeaningā“branchāofāaā lineage”.āSo,ā theāexpressionā fù xiōng in this case 
obviously refers to members of the kinship group. As it cannot refer to the 
father and elder brothers of the new ruler, i.e., in genealogical terms, of ego, it 
therefore suggests an interpretation within a generational framework: the term 
“father(s)”āwouldābeāreferringātoārelativesābelongingātoātheāsameāgenerationā
asātheābiologicalāfather;ātheātermā“brother(s)”āwouldābeāreferringātoārelativesā
belonging to the same generation as ego. This normally implies that the persons 
thusādesignatedāwouldābeāolderāthanāegoā(butānotānecessarilyāallā“aged”).āTheā
following graph serves to illustrate this kind of constellation within a lineage:
5.ā Byā followingā theā traditionalā conventionsā forā transcribingā namesā Iā hopeā toā giveā
consideration to the reading habits of the general reader and to facilitate comparisons 
with the usual translations. For the few names just mentioned I would normally adopt 





7.ā Forātheāreadingāfŭ instead of fù, cf. below and note 8.
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Illustration 1: A multi-generational lineage (zōng) with three branches (zú)
 X-gōngā DukeāXā(grandfather)ā zú 	 zú 
 Y-gōngā DukeāYā(father)ā sonāofāX;ābrotherā sonāofāX;ābrotherāā
   of Y; uncle of Z of Y; uncle of Z 
 Z-gōngā DukeāZā(son)ā son/cousinā son/cousin
 zú 
ThisāletsāusāassumeāthatātheāpaternalāunclesāofāZ/egoābelongingātoātheāgenerationā
ofāhisāfatherāmightāhaveābeenācollectivelyāreferredātoāasā“fathers”. 8 The paternal 
cousinsāofāZ/ego,ācorrespondingly,āwereācollectivelyāreferredātoāasā“elderābrothers”ā
ifātheyāwereābornābeforeāhim,āandāasā“youngerābrothers”āifābornāafterāhim. 9
Fortunately, the sources furnish us with instances which bear out the above 
assumptions. In the Zuŏ Zhuànāweāindātheāfollowingātextāaccompanyingāanā
entry in the Chūn Qiū:
Eā4āWú-hàiāhadādied.āYŭ-fŭārequestedā[forāhimāfromātheāDuke]āaācanonicalāepithetasā






Illustration 2: Excerpt from the lineage (zōng) of the rulers of Lŭ
ā Xiào-gōngā (grandfather)
ā Huì-gōngā (father)ā gōng-zĭāHuīā(= Yŭ-fŭ);ā gōng-zĭāZhăn;
   uncle of Yĭn-gōng uncle of Yĭn-gōng
 Yĭn-gōngā (ego)ā gōng-sūn;āson/cousinā gōng-sūn;āson/cousin
ā ā ā ā Wú-hài
8. I therefore suggest that the character concerned should be read fù when the word refers 
to the biological father, and fŭāwhenāitāwritesātheāsufixalāform.
9. The two terms could possibly also include maternal uncles or maternal cousins, as 




11. On the occasion of the death of a further brother of Yŭ-fŭāāināYīnā5.8,ātheāYĭn-Patriarchā




generation preceding that of the current chief of a lineage (zōng), i.e. to the 
generationāofāDukeāHuì,ātheāfatherāofāDukeāYĭn. As the sources mentioned above 
onlyātransmitāaāsufixedānameāformāforāYŭ-fŭāandānotāforāanyāofāhisābrothers,ātheā
table also raises the question whether all the members of the elder generation, 
i.e. all (paternal) uncles, were entitled to this form or not. The situation in the 
genealogical context of the so-called sănāHuán,āi.e. the three branch lineages 
issuingāfromātheāHuán-PatriarchāofāLŭ,āseemsātoāsuggestāanāanswer: 12
Illustration 3: Descendants of the Huán-Patriarch of Lŭ
ā Huán-gōngā r.ā711-694




occupied the position of chief minister during the reign periods of his brother 
andāofātwoāofāhisāsons,āDukeāMĭnāandāDukeāXī. 14As a member of the generation 
ofātheāfatherāofāDukeāMĭnāandāDukeāXī,āweāwouldāexpectāthereātoābeāsomeātraceā





arrangementsāforāsuccessionāofāDukeāZhuăng.ā15  This suggests the following 
narrowingāofāourāinterpretation:ātheāhonoriic,āināthisācase,āisārestrictedātoātheā
eldestālivingābrotherāorāpaternalāuncle.āYoungerāunclesāmayābeāgrantedāthisāsufixā
after the death of an elder brother thus named.
Thisāseemsātoābeātheācaseāwithātheāgōng-zĭāQìng-fŭā(DucalāSonāQìng-fŭ),ā




13. Of this ruler we have the precise date of birth: CQāHuánā6.5,āi.e.āonāOctoberā5,āā705.āHeā













ofātheāZăng;ānoteātheābóā‘major’ādenotingāaāirstāborn),āDukeYĭn refers to this 
person as shū-fŭ ‘uncle-fŭ’.ā16 As long as this brother was alive, he apparently 
wasātheālegitimateābearerāofātheāhonoriic;āitāwasātransferredātoāYŭ-fŭ,āevidentlyā
as the next in line, after his death.ā17 This interpretation would also explain the, at 
irstāsightāunnecessary,āexistenceāofātwoāformsādesignatingāaāpaternalāuncle:ātheā





earlyādateāināhisāreignā(Zhuăngā2.2;āā691),āi.e. shortly after his brother assumed the 
positionāofārulerāināā692. 18āThisāseemsātoāindicateāthatātheāhonoriicāisādue,āorāgrantedā
to a person, as soon as there are members of the next generation, i.e. as soon as 
theārulingāDukeāhasāaāsonāandāpotentialāsuccessor.āThisāwasātheācase:ātheāsonāzĭ-
Băn,āpresumablyābornāsomewhereāroundāā690āandāthereforeāaboutāthirtyāyearsāofā
age, was installed as successor, but was killed before he gained the position of a 
ruler with ancestral status, i.e.āhisāownāirstācalendricalāyearāofāreign.āItāisāthereforeā
not unreasonable to believe that the closeness of the dates is simply coincidental. 
Thatātheāgōng-zĭāQìng-fŭāisāregisteredāasābearerāofātheāhonoriicāināā691,āandāthatā
zĭ-Bănāmustāhaveābeenābornāinātheāvicinityāofātheāyearāā690āthereforeāallowsāforā
the following hypothesis: with the birth of a son, the eldest living brother of the 
father, i.e.āaāpaternalāuncle,āisādesignatedāwithātheāhonoriicāfŭ in relation to the 
potential successor.
Let us sum up the observations and their tentative interpretation: the hono-




discrepancy is probably due either to the fact that the Zuŏ Zhuàn was written or edited 











occasion of a birth brings to mind a ritual or custom which is well known in our 
cultural sphere: that of a godfather. 20 The function of the godfather was clearly 
to keep his nephew on the path of good conduct, to remonstrate with him when 
he departed from it, and to be one of his prime counsels. Commenting on the 
deathāofāhisā(irst)āgodfather,āZăngāXī-bó,āDukeāYĭn mentions that despite his 
uncle-godfather’s dissatisfaction with his conduct of affairs he would in no way 
be tempted to forget him.
Basedāonātheseāinding,āweāsuggestātoāemendātheātranslationāofāEā3āaboveā
in the following way:
E 3 His godfather, elder cousins,āandātheābodyāofātheāoficers,ādidānotāwishāthatāitāshouldā
be so, and said, […].
2. More “(God)father(s)”
So far, the cases discussed covered situations within a kinship group, i.e. wit-
hināoneāandātheāsameālineage.āWhatāaboutātheāsituationāinānon-relatedālineages?ā
The impression that the terms fù/fŭā(“fathers”)āandāxiōngā(“elderābrothers”)āmust,ā
in certain contexts, have been implicitly collective correlates with the existence 
of the explicitly collective term zhū fŭā(“allātheāfathers”)āandāzhū xiōngā(“allātheā
elderābrothers/cousins”).āInāaāconversationābetweenāTăngāandāhisāminister,āYīā
Yĭn, the latter says:
Eā5āMinisterialsāwhomātheārulerādoesānotāaddressāwithātheāpersonalānameāareāofāfourā
[types]: the (god)fathers (zhū fŭ) he uses as ministerials but does not address with 
theāpersonalāname;ātheāelderābrothers/cousinsā(zhū xiōng) he uses as ministerials 
but does not address with the personal name; the ministerials of predecessor 
(ancestral) kings he uses as ministerials but does not address with the personal 
19. This condition, i.e. being the eldest living brother of the head of a lineage (here of the 
ruler of a principality), already reveals a fundamental weakness of these explanations, as 
normally and due to the rule of primogeniture there is no living elder brother. This can 
onlyāhappen,āwhenātheāpersonāwithātheāsufixāmèng indicating the eldest of a secondary 
wife (in contrast with bó, the son of the principal wife), is older. The search will evidently 
have to go on.
20. It is not unusual for a language to have related words for this function, e.g. Italian 




address with the personal name. 21
These collective terms, especially zhū fŭ, cause one to wonder whether all the 
threadsāofātheāstoryāsurroundingātheāsufixāhaveāalreadyābeenāunravelled.āItāseemsā
natural to assume that one and the same person could only have one godfather 
at a time; a collective term would then only be plausible if deceased godfathers 
wereācounted.āButātheāaboveāexcerptāEā5āisāunmistakeablyātalkingāaboutāmoreā
than one godfather of the ruler.āWithinātheākinshipāgroup,āweāseemātoāhaveā
alreadyāencounteredātheāworkingāofāaāmechanismāwhichātransfersātheāhonoriicā
from a deceased godfather to the next paternal uncle, one at a time. This clearly 
implies that the term zhū fŭāmustāincludeāfurtherā“godfathers”,āi.e.ā“godfathers”ā
originatingāfromāother,āunrelatedākinshipāgroups.āTheā“original”āgodfatherāinātheā
stricter sense of the word could, of course, be a member of this group. 22
Doāweāhaveāevidenceāforāsuchā“non-kindredāgodfathers”?āLetāusālookāatātheā













[to do so], and if he takes decisions and [also] dares to undertake great operations, then 






21. Shuō Yuăn (1992): 2.2.
22. Cf.ātheāremarksāatānoteā27.
23. This is my translation of zĭ, the term of address for ministerials.
24. Hánfēizĭ 33.12.āLiaoāII:69-70.āTheānameāformā‘midbornāgodfather’ā(zhòng fŭ) is met 
with quite frequently in the Lǚ Shì Chūn Qiū.
RobertāGassmann
38
This excerpt, on the one hand, shows the range of power that could accom-
pany the function of a godfather. On the other, it illustrates that men from a 
different kinship group could be appointed godfathers.ā25āGuănāYí-wú,ābetterā
knownābyātheānameāformāGuănāzhòngā(midbornāofātheālineageāofātheāGuăn),ā
wasātheāoutstandingāministerialāofāDukeāHuánāofāQíā(r.ā ā684ātoā ā642),āwho,ā





These two cases are clear evidence that personages from non-related kinship 
groups were eligible for the function of godfather.
Havingāascertainedāthatātheāsufixāfŭ is attached to the name of personages 
functioning as godfathers, and referring back to the lexicographical description 
of the meaning of fŭ (i.e.ā“honoriicāsufixāattachedātoānamesāofāhigh-rankingā
men”),āitāseemsāsurprisingāthatānotāallāhigh-rankingāmenāhappenedātoābeābearersā
ofāthisāsufix.āInāfact,ācomparedātoātheāreallyālargeānumberāofāmenāināhighāranksā
we know of in various principalities, for only comparatively few of them this 
name form is actually transmitted. In the following listings of such men from 
the principalities of LŭāandāJìnādistilledāfromātheāChūn Qiū and the Zuŏ Zhuàn 
quite an unexpected pattern appears.ā26 The listings show the periods when a 
personāwasāmentionedāwithātheāsufixedānameāformā(capitalālettersāreferātoātheā





of the birth of a son and successor.
26. Some of them are, of course, also mentioned in other sources, but the passages quoted 
areādificultātoāarrangeāināchronologicalāsequencesā(whichāisāevidentlyāpossibleāwithā
the two sources mentioned here). Surprisingly, further sources do hardly add to the 
various lists of godfathers compiled here, thus indicating that these can be regarded as 
comparatively complete for the period covered. A range of major sources not tapped 
hereā isācertainlyā theācorpusāofā inscriptionalāmaterialāonābronzes,āwhereā theāsufixā
occursāināconsiderableānumber.āThisāwould,ānoādoubt,āconirmātheāimportanceāofātheseā





Illustration 4: Godfathers in the Principality of Lŭ


















There are two further men in Lŭāwhoāhaveātheāsufixāfŭ in a name form: 
Wáng-fŭāfromātheālineageāofātheāZhăn,āandāJĭn-fŭāfromātheālineageāofātheāQín.āInā
theāsourceātext,ātheseāareāidentiiedāasāfamilyāministerialsā(jiā chén). Such min-
isterialsāwereāattachedātoāfamiliesāoneālevelālowerāthanātheāDuke,āi.e. to families 
with the rank of a qīng. This implies that the system of godfathers existed on at 
least two levels: on the level of the counsels of the rules of a principality, and 
on the level of counsels of highest-ranking ministerials, i.e the qīng.
Atāirstāsight,ātheāillustrationāseemsātoāsuggestāthatāthereāwasāonlyāoneābearerā
ofātheāsufixedānameāatāaātime.āHowever,āitāisānotāsuficientlyāclearāwhetherāthisā
listing is to be interpreted in the sense that there could be no more than one 
bearerāofātheāsufixāatāaātime,āi.e. only consecutive bearers, or whether there 
couldābeāmoreāthanāoneā“active”ābearerāatāaātime.ā27 The uncertainty rests, on 
theāoneāhand,āonāQín-fŭāfromātheālineageāofātheāBìā[B]:āweādoānotāknowāhowā
long he lived (he is only mentioned in one single entry), nor whether he was 
bearerāofātheāsufixāforāaātimeāextendingāintoāthatāofāYŭ-fŭā[C].āFurthermore,ātheā
interpretation of his status is uncertain for he could have been a family ministe-












These observations lead to the following revisions of our current tentative 
explanation given in the summary above: (a) It seems that members of the same 
kinship group were preferred as godfathers. In the case discussed above, it was 
aāpaternalāuncleā(gōng-zĭāQìng-fŭ),āi.e. somebody from the lineage of the shared 
father.āInātheātwoācasesājustādiscussedā(Jì-sūnāHàng-fŭāandātheāgōng-sūnāGuī-
fŭ),āweāwouldājudgeātheseāpersonsāasāalreadyāquiteādistantlyārelated,ātheādegreeā






with the collective expression zhū fŭ,ā“theā(god)fathers”āconirmsāthatāthereāmustā
have been periods with more than one bearer at a time, and in addition suggests 
that at times there could have been so many as to justify using the collective zhū 
“allātheāN”.āAsāfarāasātheāsourcesāreveal,ātheāgroupāmustāhaveābeenāquiteāsmall,ā
with possibly not more than two or three members at a time. (d) The relative 
scarcityāofātheānameāformāclearlyāimpliesāthatātheāsufixāfŭ marked a function, 
i.e.āthatāitāwasānotāmerelyāhonoriicābutāināactualāfactāaātitle. Both title and func-
tion seem to have been granted once, and for life, to high-ranking ministerials, 














Illustration 5: Godfathers in the Principality of Jìn


























other godfathers not only shows that several bearers could co-exist but also that 
the title, once granted, was not revoked, thus strengthening the explanation for 
the group designation zhū fŭ. It also illustrates that rulers not always accepted 
or were happy with the godfathers appointed by their predecessors, for changes 
in the activities of bearers are in many cases situated in the critical periods of 
TheāformāKŏng-fŭāisānowhereāidentiiedāasāaānewālineageāname,āwhichātheoreticallyā
would be possible (cf.ātheālineageāFù-fŭānameāināLŭ).
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succession from one ruler to the next. This can be demonstrated in the period 
ofātheāabove-mentionedāsequenceā(D-E-D-F-D-G-D-H):
Illustration 6: Changes of godfathers related to periods of succession in the Principality of Jìn (excerpt)
Patriarchs
ofāJìn 5:āXī 6:āWén 7:āXuăn 8: Chéng 9:āXiăng
Wén ā632 D 27
Wén ā631 D 28
Wén ā627 E 32
Xiăng ā625 E 1
Xiăng ā620 E 6
Líng ā619 D 7
Líng ā617 F 9
Líng ā614 D 12
Líng ā609 D 17
Líng ā607 G 1
Chéng ā605 D 3
Chéng ā599 D 9
Jĭng ā598 D 10
Jĭng ā580 D 10
Lì ā579 D 11
Lì ā572 D 18
Dào ā571 D 1





with the demonstrated pattern of change calls for the correction of a suggestion 
made earlier in this paper, i.e. that the act of naming could have been basically 
associatedāwithātheābirthāofāaāsuccessorāofātheārulingāDukeā(i.e.ātheā“classical”ā
role of a godfather). 29 On the contrary, the granting of the title to an elder states-




and maybe young and inexperienced rulers who had, in general, just followed 




counsel and therefore casts new light on his social standing as well as on the 
several conversations about problems of government recorded between the two: 
not only in the Lùn Yŭāareāthereāpassagesā(2.19;ā3.21;ā6.03;ā12.09;ā14.21),ābutā
several other received texts transmit dialogues and even whole chapters, e.g. 
the Lĭ Jìā(Chapterā27,āĂi-gōngāwèn),ātheāKŏng zĭ Jiā Yŭā(Chapterā17,āĂi-gōngā
wènāzhèng). 30
3. Conclusion
The role of father in Chinese society is not only one of paramount impor-
tance, but also a model for a number of different social functions. In this paper, 
suchātracesāofāaāhighāstructuralāafinityāhaveābeenāfoundāinātheāsourcesāexaminedā
byāfollowingāaāprominentānameāformācontainingātheāsufixalāelementāfŭ ‘god-
father’. This name form designates a specialized function, i.e. that of the elder 
or more experienced statesman, of the personally appointed counsel acting, 
as it seems, in lieu of a father (and therefore here termed ‘godfather’). This 
function existed on two levels of society, i.e. on the level of the rulers (Kings 
andāPatriarchs),āandāonātheālevelājustābelowāthem,ātheālevelāofāhigh-rankingā
ministerials (qīng). Although there could be more than one godfather at a time, 
only one godfather was active.
The modeling of social functions with a high degree of intimacy and in-
luenceāonāpatternsāofā(male)ākinship,āthusābuildingāaāwiderāframeworkāofāquasi-
kinship, is well attested in (later) Chinese culture and history (see how the terms 
of address mirror the organization of societies such as the Triads or guilds – or 
ofāgroupsāofāscholarsāwhoāpassedāunderātheāsameāexaminer).āWithoutāenteringā
further into these questions, this insight could also furnish a more precise and 
comprehensive (albeit tentative) explanation regarding the use of the terms 
xiōngā(“elderābrother”)āandāzhū xiōngā(“allāelderābrothers”).āIfāpersonsāthusā
designatedāwereā–āināaāwayāsimilarātoātheā“godfathers”ā–āā notānecessarilyā
akin in the narrow sense of the term, then we might suggest that they were 
chosenātoāperformācertaināfunctionsāofāelderābrothersāandātherebyā“relatedāto”ā
30.ā Suchātextsācouldāthusājustiiablyābeātermedāasā“historical”āandābeāregardedāasābasicallyā
reliable sources for reconstructing the views of Confucius.
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as elder blood brothers. 31 The establishment of quasi-kinship in the functions of 
“godfathers”āandā“elderābloodābrothers”ācouldāalsoāofferāaācogentāexplanationā
for the recurrent appearance – often listed in the vicinity of genuine kinship 
groups – of these two groups in many dedicatory texts in bronze inscriptions. 32
Basedāonātheseāresults,āweāsuggestāaāinalāemendationāofātheātranslationāofā
E 3 above:
E 3 Godfather(s), elder (blood)ābrothers,āandātheābodyāofātheāoficers,ādidānotāwishā
that it should be so, and said, […].
Theācurrentālexicographicalāexplanationā(“honoriicāsufixāattachedātoānamesā
ofāhigh-rankingāmen” 33āorāsimplyā“elderlyāman” 34) is basically the weakest pos-
sibleādeinition,ābut,āasāhasābeenāshown,āitālacksāfundamentalādeiningāelementsā
and certainly fails to specify the conditions under which this special title was 
granted.ā35 As far as age is concerned, it is in many cases even demonstrably 
31. The (extended) binomial constructions fŭ xiōng and zhū fŭ zhū xiōng are a clear indication 
that the two terms belong under the same categorical term and thus designate two variant 
forms of a type of relationship.
32. I owe, and gratefully acknowledge, the lead to the thoughts in this paragraph to an 
anonymous reviewer, who pointed out correspondences in inscriptional material that 
seemātoāsupportātheāindingsāissuingāhereāexclusivelyāfromātheāreceivedātexts.āInāfact,ā
inābronzeāinscriptionsāweāindātheseātermsāasāsinglesāandāinācombinations:āzhū fŭ (e.g. 
Jichengā261);āzhū xiōng (e.g.āJichengā4628)āfŭ xiōng (e.g.āJichengā183-186);āzhū fŭ zhū 
xiōng (e.g.āJichengā2737).āResearchāregardingātheseātermsāisāpresentedābyāZhūāFēnghànā







designating outstanding professionals who due to their mastery became bearers of a title 
withātheāsufixāfŭ. The Zuŏ Zhuàn transmits three designations of professional functions 
withātheāsufixāfŭ: bŭ zhāo fŭ ‘master diviner for summons’,  bŭ tú fŭ ‘master diviner 
for followers’, and qí fŭ ‘master of the royal domain’ (cf.āYángāBójùnā(1985):ā11,ā302.).ā
In ancient Chinese society, age was intimately linked with experience and therefore 
with knowledge, expertise and savoir-faire.āTheācorrelationāofātheāsufixalāelementāfŭ 
‘father’ with outstanding professional mastery is quite evident und establishes a clear 
link between such designations and the function of a godfather as described in this 
paper.āHowever,ātheāfactāthat,āasāanāexample,ātheādesignationāyú-fŭā‘masterāisherman’ā
(=ā“isherman-father”)āinātheāZhuāngzĭā(Chapterā17)āappearsāināaāreminiscentlyāsimilarā
passage in Shuō Yuăn 11.11 in the form yú-fū, would open up a new line of investigation 
which cannot be pursued here.
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wrong.āTheāsufixādeinitelyāhasātheācharacterāofāaātitle and not of a mere hono-
riic,āi.e.ātheāhonoriicāeffectāisādueātoāserviceāināaāhighāfunctionāandātoāprofes-
sional merits, and not just a matter of (formal) respect. These results may now 
serveāasāaāfoundationāforāfurtherāresearchāintoātheādeinitionāofātheāfunctionāofā
such personages.ā36
36. It could be promising to follow up on the question why some of the name forms have the 
sufixāfŭ in an alternative reading, e.g.āinātheācaseāofāanāancestorāofāConfucius,āZhēng-







Chuang tzuā(1956).āA Concordance to Chuang tzu.āCambridge,āMass.:āHarvardāUniversityā
Press.
GassmannāRobertāH.ā(2006a).āVerwandtschaft und Gesellschaft.āBern:āPeterāLang.
GassmannāRobertāH.ā(2006b).āDieāNamenāderāsan Huan von Lu – oder: Vom Nutzen der 
Genealogie.ā InāFriedrichāMichael,āReinhardāEmmerichāundāHansāvanāEssā (eds.),ā
Han-Zeit. Festschrift für Hans Stumpfeldt aus Anlass seines 65. Geburtstags. 
Wiesbaden:āHarrassowitzāVerlag:ā791-806.
HuckerāCharlesāO.ā(1985).āDictionary of Oficial Titles in Imperial China. Stanford: 
StanfordāUniversityāPress.
Jíchéng 集成 (2001). Yīn Zhōu jīnwén jíchéng shìwén 殷周金文集.ā Hongā Kong:ā
ChineseāUniversityāofāHongāKongāPress.
Karlgren Bernhard (1972).āGrammata serica recensa. Stockholm:āTheāMuseumāofāFarā
Eastern Antiquities.
Kǒng Zǐ Jiā Yǔ 孔子家語 (1992). A Concordance to the Kǒng Zǐ Jiā Yǔ.āHongāKong:ā
CommercialāPress.
LeggeāJamesā(1960a).āThe Chinese Classic. Vol. I: The Confucian Analects.āHongāKong.
LeggeāJamesā(1960b).āThe Chinese Classics. Vol. II: The Works of Mencius.āHongāKong.
LeggeāJamesā(1960c).āThe Chinese Classics. Vol. V: The Ch’un Ts’ëw with the Tso Chuen. 
HongāKong.
Lǚ Shì Chūn Qiū 呂氏春秋 (1994). A Concordance to the Lǚ Shì Chūn Qiū.āHongāKong:ā
CommercialāPress.
SchuesslerāAxelā(2007).āABC Etymological Dictionary of Old Chinese.āHonolulu:āUniversityā
ofāHawai‘iāPress.
Shuō Yuǎn 說苑 (1992). A Concordance to the Shuō Yuǎn.āHongāKong:āCommercialā
Press.
WatsonāBurtonā(1967).āBasic Writings of Mo Tzu, Hsün Tzu, and Han Fei Tzu. New 
YorkāandāLondon:āColumbiaāUniversityāPress.
YángāBójùnā楊伯峻 (1985).āChūn Qiū, Zuǒ Zhuàn Cídiǎn 春秋左傳词典.āZhōnghuáā
shūjú:āBěijīng.
ZhūāFēnghàn 朱凤瀚 (2004). Shāng Zhōu jiāzú xíngtài yánjiū 商周家族形態研究. 
Tiănjìn: Tiănjìn gǔjí chūbǎnshè.





Source texts of quoted excerpts
E 1 楚之有直䒀. 其父ゞ羊, 而䃕之吏. Ҹ尹曰: Ā殺之!ā ҹ
為直ᮐ君而曲ᮐ父, 報而罪之. ҹ是觀之, ໿君之直臣, 父
之暴子也.
E 2 君君, 臣臣, 父父, 子子.
E 3 父兄百ᅬ皆不欲也, 故曰:「吾ᅫ國魯先君莫之行, 吾先君亦
莫之行也; 至ᮐ子之䑿而反之, 不可.
E 4 無駭卒, 羽父請諡與族.
Eā5ā 君之所不名臣者四: 諸父, 臣而不名; 諸兄, 臣而不名; 先王之
臣, 臣而不名; 盛德之士, 臣而不名.
Eā6ā 齊桓公ᇛゟ管仲. Ҹ群臣曰:ā “寡人ᇛゟ管仲為仲父. 善者入
門而左, 不善者入門而右.”ā東郭牙中門而ゟ. 公曰:ā “寡人ゟ
管仲為仲父, Ҹ曰: ‘善者左, 不善者右.’ 今子何為中門而ゟ?”ā
牙曰:ā“ҹ管仲之智為能䃔天下乎?”ā公曰:ā“能.”ā[牙曰:]ā“ҹ斷
為敢行大事乎?”ā公曰:ā“敢.”ā牙曰:ā“若知能䃔天下, 斷敢行大
事, 君因ᇜ屬之國柄焉. ҹ管仲之能, 乘公之勢ҹ治齊國, 得
無危乎?”ā公曰:ā“善.”ā乃Ҹ䲄朋治內, 管仲治外. ҹ相參.
Chinese characters for Figures 4 to 6
1: Yӿn (䲅);ā2:āHuánā(桓);ā3:āZhuăngā(莊);ā4:āMӿn (閔);ā5:āXīā(僖);ā6:āWénā(文);ā7:āXuănā
(宣); 8: Chéng (成);ā9:āXiăngā(襄);ā10:āZhăoā(昭);ā11:āDìngā(定);ā12:āĂiā(哀).
Figure 4 (Godfathers in Lǔ 魯): A: Zhòng-fǔ (眾父 = gōng-zӿ Yì-shī 公子益᏿); B: Bì 
Qín-fǔ (費庈父); C: Yǔ-fǔ (羽父 = gōng-zӿ Huī 公子翬); D: Shī-fǔ (ᮑ父); E: gōng-zӿ 
Qìng-fǔ (公子慶父); F: Jì-sūn Hàng-fǔ (季孫行父); G: gōng-sūn Guī-fǔ (公孫歸父); 
H: Céng Gǔ-fǔ (䛿鼓父); I: Mӿn Mǎ-fǔ (閔馬父); J: Gōng-liǎn Chù-fǔ (公斂處父); 
K: Guǎn Zhōu-fǔ (管周父); L: Kǒng Ní-fǔ (Ní-fǔ from the lineage of the Kǒng) (尼
父 = Confucius). Identiiable family ministerials (jiā chén) with the name-element fǔ: 
Zhǎn Wáng-fǔ (展王父), and Qín Jӿn-fǔ (秦堇父).
Figure 5 (Godfathers in Jìn 晉): A: JiƗ-fǔ (嘉父); B: PƗn-fǔ (潘父); C: Pī Zhèng-fǔ (丕
鄭父); D: Xún Lín-fǔ (荀林父); E: Yáng Chù-fǔ (陽處父); F: Jī Zhèng-fǔ (箕鄭父); 
G: Xū Jiǎ-fǔ (胥甲父); H: Hé Zǔ-fǔ (和組父); I: JiƗ-fǔ, the baron of Wú-zhōng (無終
子嘉父); J: Hú-fǔ (狐父); K: Jí-fǔ (籍父); L: Liáng Yīng-fǔ (梁嬰父); M: Zhì-fǔ (from 
the lineage of the Zhào) (趙志父).
Figure 6 (Reign periods of the Dukes of Jìn 晉) : Wén 文公: Xī 僖 25 (634) – Xī 
33 (626) ; XiƗng 襄: Wén 文 1 (625) – Wén 6 (620) ; Líng 靈: Wén 文 7 (619) – XuƗn 宣 
2 (606) ; Chéng 成: XuƗn 宣 3 (605) – XuƗn 9 (599) ; Jӿng 景: XuƗn 宣 10 (598) – Chéng 






Ɩi-gōng wèn zhèng 哀公問政
bó 伯
bǔ zhƗo fǔ 卜招父
bǔ tú fǔ 卜徒父 
Chūn Qiū  春秋




















Kǒng-fǔ JiƗ 孔父嘉 
Kǒng zӿ (Confucius) 孔子





































zӿ (term of address) 子
Zӿ (clan) 子
zӿ-BƗn 子般
zōng ᅫ
zú 族
Zuǒ Zhuàn 左傳
zú rén 族人

